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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . Regarding claims 1 3, 14 and 21 , the word "about" renders the claim indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the 
claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: the limitation 'a 
lubricant' is listed twice. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 7, 9-17 and 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hausladen et al. (Hausladen; Canadien Patent Publication 
2,345,883). 
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Regarding claim 1 . the claimed method of introducing at least one radio 
frequency identification tag into a liquid being able to retain the tag when the liquid is 
applied to a surface is met by the RFID being used in applications involving high 
temperature and aggressive liquid resistance such as automobile painting applications 
(page 4, lines 1-2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
RFID tag of Hausladen would be able to withstand liquid environments such as 
automobile painting and therefore using the RFID as a part of the automobile paint 
mixture. 

Regarding claim 2 , the method further comprising applying the liquid to coat the 
surface is met by the RFID being used for automobile painting applications (page 4, 
lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 3 , it is obvious that the RFID tag is energized in order to 
operate. 

Regarding claim 4 , it is obvious that the RFID is read to identify the product with 
which it is attached. 

Regarding claim 7 , examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art 
that RFID tags are used to identify the products with which they are attached and 
therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the RFID 
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that is placed in a liquid, such as automobile paint, to identify the liquid that it is placed 
into. 

Regarding claim 9 , it would have been obvious to choose a liquid that allowed 
the RFID tag communicate when the tag was placed into the liquid, otherwise it would 
defeat the purpose of the RFID tag to use it in a liquid that caused it not to operate 
properly. 

Regarding claim 10 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 9 stated 

above. 

Regarding claim 11 , the claimed method further comprising using the liquid with 
the tag in it in a liquid process is met by the RFID being used in automobile painting 
applications (page 4, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 12 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 1 stated 
above. The claimed 'plurality of radio frequency identification tags 7 would have been 
obvious because the user can put any number of RFID tags into the automobile paint 
for the desired size of the application. 

Examiner also notes that claim 12 is rejected as being a non-interactive 
combination of two well known products, an RFID tag and a liquid. The parts of the 
mixture do not change the other respective part when combined in the mixture. The 
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RFID does not alter the properties of the liquid when combined and the liquid does not 
alter the properties of the RFID when combined. 

Regarding claim 13 , it is well known that tags come in varied sizes and the user 
can utilize a tag of any size desired. 

Regarding claim 14 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 13 stated 

above. 

Regarding claim 15 , the claimed liquid being at least one of a coating, a paint, a 
varnish, a corrosion inhibitor, a sealant, an adhesive, a lubricant, a fuel, a hydraulic 
fluid, a putty, a caulk, and a solvent is met by the automobile paint (page 4, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 16 , the claimed tags being neutrally buoyant in the liquid is met 
by the RFID tags being very light in comparison to automobile paint. 

Regarding claim 17 , the claimed liquid being a two-part mixture is met by the 
liquid being automobile paint that the user can select any kind of paint, including two- 
part mixture paint. 



Regarding claim 20 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 9 stated 

above. 
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Regarding claim 21 . the claimed liquid having a viscosity of 100,000,000 
centipoise or less is met by the automobile paint which has a viscosity of much less 
than that. 

Regarding claim 22 . the claimed surface is met by the surface of the automobile 
used for the automobile painting application (page 4, lines 1-2); 

The claimed coating on the surface is met by the paint applied to the surface 
(page 4, lines 1-2); 

The claimed at least one radio frequency identification tag in the coating, the 
coating being able to retain the tag when the coating is in a liquid and when the coating 
is applied to the surface is met by the RFID being used in applications involving high 
temperature and aggressive liquid resistance such as automobile painting applications 
(page 4, lines 1-2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
RFID tag of Hausladen would be able to withstand liquid environments such as 
automobile painting and therefore using the RFID as a part of the automobile paint 
mixture. 

Regarding claim 23 . the claimed body formed from a liquid that sets is met by the 
body formed by the paint applied to the automobile surface drying (page 4, lines 1-2); 

The claimed at least one radio frequency identification tag in the body, the liquid 
being able to retain the tag at least until the liquid sets is met by the RFID being used in 
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applications involving high temperature and aggressive liquid resistance such as 
automobile painting applications (page 4, lines 1-2). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art that the RFID tag of Hausladen would be able to withstand 
liquid environments such as automobile painting and therefore using the RFID as a part 
of the automobile paint mixture. 

Regarding claim 24 , the claimed granular solid containing a plurality of radio 
frequency identification tags in the granular solid, whereby the tags identify the mixture 
is met by the RFID being used in applications involving high temperature and 
aggressive liquid resistance such as automobile painting applications (page 4, lines 1- 
2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the RFID tag of 
Hausladen would be able to withstand liquid environments such as granular solids. 
Examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art that RFID tags are used to 
identify the products with which they are attached and therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the RFID that is placed in a granular 
solid to identify the granular solid that it is placed into. 

Examiner also notes that claim 24 is rejected as being a non-interactive 
combination of two well known products, an RFID tag and a granular solid. The parts of 
the mixture do not change the other respective part when combined in the mixture. The 
RFID does not alter the properties of the granular solid when combined and the granular 
solid does not alter the properties of the RFID when combined. 
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5. Claims 5, 6 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hausladen in view of Moscaritolo (US Patent 6,736,989). 

Regarding claim 5 , Hausladen discloses all of the claimed limitations except for 
the claimed method comprising introducing at least one MEMS sensor into the liquid. 
Moscaritolo discloses a MEMS sensor that is placed into a liquid and read in order to 
measure various attributes of the liquid (abstract). Adding a MEMS sensor to the 
automobile paint would allow the user to monitor the liquid. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
device disclosed by Hausladen according to the teachings of Moscaritolo to include a 
MEMS sensor to be able to read the sensor and monitor the status of the liquid. 

Regarding claims 6 and 18 . the claims are interpreted and rejected as claim 6 
stated above. The claimed 'plurality of MEMS sensors' as claimed in claim 18 would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art based on the size of the liquid and 
the desired application. 

6. Claims 8 and 19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hausladen in view of applicant's admitted prior art (AAPA). 



Regarding claim 8 . Hausladen discloses all of the claimed limitations except for 
the claimed method further comprising interrogating the tag to determine the information 
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that an adjacent tag has communicated to the tag. However, as admitted by AAPA 
(specification, page 7) it is well known in the art for multiple tags to communicate to one 
another, therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
interrogating the tag to determine the information that an adjacent tag has 
communicated to the tag. 

Regarding claim 19 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 8 stated 

above. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Smith et al. RFID OrEAS Label Mount With Double Sided Tape, US Patent 
6,281,795; 

Monico, Low Cost Long Distance RFID Reading, US Patent 6,259,369; 
Rasband, E AS Ready Paperboard, US Patent 6,275,156; 
Vega et al. Radio Frequency Identification Tag Apparatus And Related Method, 
US Patent 6,265,977. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Travis R. Hunnings whose telephone number is (571) 
272-31 1 8. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am - 5:00 pm M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel J. Wu can be reached on (571 ) 272-2964. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



TRH 




